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Direct: (480) 505-3937 

Attorney for  Intervenor The Alliance for  Solar Choice 
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DOCKET NO. E-000005-14-0023 

APPLICATION OF THE ~ ~ L I A N C E  
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FEB 1 4  

BOB STUMP GARY PIERCE BRENDA BURNS 
CHAIRMAN COMMISSIONER COMMISSIONER 

BOB BURNS SUSAN BITTER-SMITH 
COMMISSIONER COMMISSIONER 

The Arizona Corporation Commission (“ACC” or “Commission”) established this docket 

to investigate the value of distributed generation (“DG”), including net metering, in order to 

inform future Commission policy. On January 27, 2014, Steven Olea, the Director of the ACC’s 

Utilities Division, submitted a letter to the docket (“Director’s Letter”) requesting that parties 

discuss the relevance and significance of a number of categories of DG costs and benefits and 

recommend other DG-related issues that should be considered in the docket. The Director’s 

Letter also requests comments on “the process and methodology for assigning monetary values 

to DG costs and values.” Finally, the Director’s Letter requests parties recommend people or 

entities that should attend the workshops in this proceeding. The Alliance for Solar Choice 

(“TASC’’) respectfully submits these comments pursuant the Director’s Letter. 
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TASC’s member companies represent the majority of the nation’s rooftop solar market 

and include Solarcity, Sungevity, Sunrun, Solar Universe, Verengo Solar, and REC Solar. 

These companies are important stakeholders in Arizona’s Renewable’Energy Standard and net 

metering programs and are responsible for thousands of residential, school, church, government 

and commercial solar installations in Arizona. TASC’s member companies have brought 

hundreds of jobs and many tens of millions of dollars of investment to Arizona’s cities and 

towns. Moreover, TASC’s member companies have participated in stakeholder or regulatory 

proceedings in a number of states that have pursued answers to the same questions as those the 

Commission poses here. As such, TASC is intimately familiar with the technological, 

operational and ratemaking elements of net metering in Arizona and across the country. 

An accurate and transparent analysis of the costs and benefits of DG, and net metering, 

requires careful consideration of the issue to be studied and the best practices for doing so. In 

investigating the issues identified in this docket, it is important that the Commission take notice 

of a number of conclusions that can be gleaned from the numerous DG cost-benefit studies 

completed in recent years. These conclusions include: 

1. Net metering is not the same as customer-sited DG since the former is a billing policy 

and the latter is a resource; 

2. A diverse set of perspectives should be utilized to fully evaluate DG resources, 

including the perspective of society, participating ratepayers, non-participating 

ratepayers and the utility; 

3. A long-term perspective on the value of DG resources is important to fully capture 

the benefits DG resources bring to the grid over their useful life; and 

4. A comprehensive set of costs and benefits is essential to accurately valuing DG 

resources. 

On this last point, TASC applauds the Commission for compiling an exhaustive list of the 

potential costs and benefits of DG. TASC attaches to these comments a list that takes most of 

the components included in the Director’s Letter, groups them into costs and benefits based on 

how most studies treat each individual component, provides a definition for each element, and 
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indicates the best process or methodology to assign a monetary value to each stated cost or 

benefit. A robust cost-benefit study will calculate the value of the costs and benefits in TASC’s 

list using the methodologies and processes provided. 

In addition, best practices require that the Commission ensure an unbiased result in any 

cost-benefit study, meaning the use of a third-party contractor if the Commission’s staff does not 

have the resources to conduct the study. In addition, the Commission should maximize 

transparency and stakeholder participation in developing the scope, inputs, assumptions, and 

methodology used in the study and allow for comments analyzing any draft results before they 

are submitted to the Commission. 

Finally, Tom Beach from Crossborder Energy and Jason Keyes with the Interstate 

Renewable Energy Council have extensive experience in developing DG cost-benefit studies in 

Arizona and a number of other states, and TASC recommends they be included in the ACC’s 

workshops on these issues. 

I. ACCURATE AND TRANSPARENT ANALYSIS OF THE COSTS AND 

BENEFITS OF DG REQUIRES CAREFUL CONSIDERATION. 

In order to accurately and fairly understand the costs and benefits of DG, including net 

metering, careful attention must be paid at the outset to understanding what is going to be 

measured and then determining what are best practices for doing so. The “field” of cost-benefit 

studies of net metering and DG has changed and improved greatly in recent years and can 

provide the Commission insight into the best ways to calculate these values. The most recent 

studies include: 

California PUC / E3 2009-20 10 Net Energy Metering Study. 

California PUC / E3 2010 CSI Study.2 

California PUC / E3 20 13 Net Energy Metering Ratepayer Impact Study.3 

Net Energy Metering Cost Effectiveness Evaluation, E3 Consulting, March 201 0. Available at 
h~:Nwww.cpuc.ca.gov/NRlrdonlvres/OF42385A-FDBE-4B76-9AB3-E6AD522DB862i0inem combined.pdf. 

CSI Cost-Effectiveness Evaluation, E3 Consulting, April 20 1 1. Available at 
fto.cuuc.ca.aoviaopherdatdenergy division/csi~CSI%20Re~ort Complete E3 FinaLpdf. 

California 201 3 Net Energy Metering Ratepayer Impacts Evaluation, E3 Consulting, October 20 13. 
Available at http://~~~.~~~~.ca.aovMR/rdonlvres/75573B69-D5C8-45D3-BE22- 
3074EAB 16D87/0/NEMReport.pdf. 
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Perefloff, Solar in US.  - “Too expensive or a Bargain?”(201 l).4 

Austin Energy Value of Solar, Clean Power Research (CPR), Updated in 2012.5 

NYSERDA, solar in NY, ~ a n ~ a r y  2012.~ 

Value of Solar DG in PA and NJ, CPR, November 2012.7 

State of Vermont, January 2013 Net Energy Metering study.’ 

Crossborder Energy, California Net Energy Metering Study, January 20 13 .9 

Crossborder Energy, Cost-Benefit Study of Solar DG in Arizona Public Service 

(APS) territory, May 2013.” 

SAIC, APS Net Energy Metering Study, May 20 13. l1 

Crossborder Energy, Idaho Power testimony, May 20 13. l2 

Crossborder Energy, The Benefits and Costs of Solar Generation for Electric 

Ratepayers in North Carolina, October 2013. l3 

1 Perez, R., Zweibel, K., Hoff, T., Solar Power Generation in the US: Too 
%pensive, or a Bargain?. Energy Policy 39,201 1. pp. 7290-7297. Available at http://cleanpower.com/wD- 
:ontent/uploads/Solar-Power-Generation-in-U.S. -too-expensive-or-a-baraainpdf. 

3istributed PV Calculator. Clean Power Research & Austin Energy, 2012. Available at 
ittD://~~~.austineneray.com/About%20Us/Newsroom/Reports/solarGoalsUpdate.pdf. 

“New York Solar Study: An Analysis of the Benefits and Costs of Increasing Generation from 
’hotovoltaic Devices in New York,” New York State Energy Research and Development Authority (NYSERDA), 
lanuary 20 12. Available at http://www.nyserda.ny.gov/Publications/Proaram-Planina-Status-and-Evaluation- 
ieDorts/Solar-Studv.aspx. 

Distributed PV Calculator. Clean Power Research & Austin Energy, 2012. Available at 
ittD://~~~.au~tinenergy.com/About%2OUs/Newsroom/Reports/solarGoalsUpdate.pdf. 

Department, January 15,2013. The staff of the Vermont PSC performed an extensive literature search in its 
lanuary 20 13 Evaluation. The report, along with a matrix of other studies it reviewed can be found at 
ittD://publicservice.vermont.aov/sites/psd/files/Topics/Renewable EnergyrNet Metering/Act%20125%2OStudy%2 
1201301 15%20Final.pdf. 

Energy. Available at http://votesolar.org/w~-content/u~loads/20 13/07/Crossborder-Energy-CA-Net-Metering-Cost- 
3enefit-Jan-20 13-finahdf. 

“The Benefits and Costs of Solar Distributed Generation for Arizona Public Service,” Crossborder Energy, 
May 8,20 13. Available at http://www.seia.org/sites/default/files/resources/AZ-Distributed-Generation.pdf. 

“20 13 Updated Solar PV Value Report, Arizona Public Service,” by SAIC Energy, Environment and 
[nfiastructure, LLC. Available at htt~://www.solarfuturearizona.con-1/20 13 SolarValueStudv.pdf. 

“Direct Testimony of R. Thomas Beach” for the Idaho Conservation League, May 10,201 3. Submitted in 
h e  No. IPC-E-12-27. Available at 
ittD://Www.puc.idaho.nov/fileroom/cases/elec/IPC/IPCE i227/intervenor//IDAH0%20CONSERVATION%20LEA 

Crossborder Energy, Benefits and Costs of Solar Generation for Ratepayers in North Carolina, October 18 

Rabago, K., Norris, B., Hoff, T., Designing Austin Energy’s Solar Tariff Using A 

I 

I Rabago, K., Norris, B., Hoff, T., Designing Austin Energy’s Solar Tariff Using A 

“Evaluation of Net Metering in Vermont Conducted Pursuant to Act 125 of 2012,” Vermont Public Service I 

I “Evaluating the Benefits and Costs of Net Energy Metering in California,” January 2013, Crossborder 

IO 

11 

12 

3UERO 1305 lOBEACH%20DIRECT.PDF. 
13 

2013. Available at 

4 

http://cleanpower.com/wD
http://www.nyserda.ny.gov/Publications/Proaram-Planina-Status-and-Evaluation
http://www.seia.org/sites/default/files/resources/AZ-Distributed-Generation.pdf
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Crossborder Energy, Benefits and Costs of Solar Distributed Generation for the 

Public Service Company of Colorado, December 201 3. l4 

RMI, Solar Valuation Meta-Study, July 20 13. l 5  

IREC and Rabago Energy, LLC, “A Regulator’s Guidebook: Calculating the 

Benefits and Costs of Distributed Solar Generation,” October 201 3. (“Regulator’s 

Guidebook”) 

Carefil review of these studies will show significant variation in the methodologies used 

to evaluate the resources being studied. Good starting points on understanding the differences 

between these studies are the Rocky Mountain Institute’s recent comparative, meta-analysis of 

the main DG cost-benefit studies completed in the last several years and the detailed literature 

review that the Vermont Commission assembled in support of its January 20 13 net metering 

study. l7 In addition, the Interstate Renewable Energy Council and Rabago Energy, LLC recently 

published a guide to assessing the costs and benefits of solar DG. ’* In this guide, the authors 

present a standardized approach to assessing the various benefits and costs of DG solar with an 

Zxplanation of how to calculate them that builds off all of the studies done to date. 

~~ ~ 

Ilttp://enera~nc.ordassets/files/Benefits%2Oand%2OCosts%2OofD/o2OSola~/o2OGeneration%2Ofo~/o2ORatevavers%2 
Iin’%20North%20Carolina%282%29.~df. 

Crossborder Energy, Benefits and Costs of Solar Distributed Generation for the Public Service Company of 
Colorado, updated December 2,20 13. Available at 
http://www.oursolarriahts.ora/files/55 131866213 174/Crossborder Study of the Benefits of Distributed Solar Gen 

14 

:ration for PSCo.pdf. 
“A Review of Solar PV Benefit & Cost Studies,” Rocky Mountain Institute, 2013. See 15 

ittp://www.rmi.ordKnowled~e-Center/Libraw/20 1 3- 1 3 eLabDERCostValue. 
Keyes, Jason B., Rabago, Karl R., Regulator’s Guidebook: Calculating the Benefits and Costs of 

Distributed Solar Generation, Interstate Renewable Energy Council, Ine. and Rabago Energy, LLC, October 20 13. 
Available at httv:/lwww,irecusa.org/wu-contentluvloads/2O 1311 OIIREC Rabaao Reaulators-Guidebook-to- 
4ssessina-Benefits-and-Costs-of-DSG.vdf C‘Regulator’s Guidebook”). 

httu://~~~.rmi.ordKnowledge-Center/Libra~/2O 13- 13 eLabDERCostValue. 
‘Literature review summary for Vermont Act 125 evaluation of net metering,” September 17,2012, Vermont 
Public Service Department. See 
httu://publicservice.vermont.govlsiteslusdlfiles/Topics/Renewable Energymet Meterinp/NM%2OLit%20Review% 
2001 15 13.pdf. 

Keyes, Jason B., Rhbago, Karl R., Regulator’s Guidebook: Calculating the Benefits and Costs of 
Distributed Solar Generation, Interstate Renewable Energy Council, Inc. and Rabago Energy, LLC, October 20 13. 
Available at httu://~~~.irecusa.ordw~-content/uploadsl2O 13/10/IREC Rabaao Regulators-Guidebook-to- 
4ssessing-Benefits-and-Costs-of-DSG.udf. 
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“A Review of Solar PV Benefit & Cost Studies,” Rocky Mountain Institute, 2013. Available at 17 
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A review of these studies leads to a number of conclusions that should inform the 

Commission’s request for a discussion of the methods used to evaluate the costs and benefits of 

customer-sited DG and net metering: (1) net metering is not the same as customer-sited DG; (2) 

a diverse set of perspectives should be utilized to fully evaluate DG resources; (3) a long-term 

perspective on the value of DG resources is important to fully capture the benefits DG resources 

bring to the grid over their useful life; and (4) a comprehensive set of costs and benefits is 

essential to accurately valuing DG resources. Each of these conclusions is discussed below. 

A. 

In TASC’s view, one of the key conclusions from reviewing the above studies and the 

Net Metering is not the Same as Customer-sited DG. 

analysis undertaken by RMI and IRECRabago Energy, LLC is that, in discussing valuation of 

DG resources, it is important for all stakeholders to understand what specifically is going to be 

evaluated. Clarity on this point is essential at the outset because an analysis of the costs and 

benefits of “net metering” is frequently conflated with an analysis of the costs and benefits of 

“customer-sited DG’. These terms should not be confused. Net metering is a billing policy, and 

customer-sited DG is an energy resource. While net metering has facilitated the installation of a 

significant number of customer-sited DG resources, only a portion of the costs and benefits from 

these resources can be attributed to net metering. We believe it is critical for stakeholders to 

recognize the difference between net metering and customer-sited DG in order to fully 

understand the nuances between appropriate methods for evaluating the costs and benefits of net 

metering as a policy tool to promote customer-sited DG. 

Net metering is a billing arrangement that provides compensation through a bill credit at 

the applicable retail rate for power that is exported from a customer-sited DG system when that 

system produces more power than the host customer needs in any given moment. To illustrate 

how net metering works, Figure 1 shows the three different “states” of a residential net-metered 

PV system over the course of a day: 
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Solar Generation 

~~ 

Retail Customer 1 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 32 23 

Customer load by Hour in 1 Day 

The “Retail Customer State.” There is no PV production at night. At this 

time, the customer is a regular utility customer, receiving all of its electricity 

from the grid. 

The “Energy Efficiency State.” In this state, the sun is up, and there is some 

PV production but not enough to serve all of the homeowner’s instantaneous 

load. The customer is supplied with power from the solar PV system as well 

as with power from the grid. The onsite DG reduces the customer’s load on 

the grid in the same fashion as an energy efficiency measure. None of the 

solar customer’s output flows out to the utility grid. 

The “Eower Expwt, or N& Meterhs State.” In this state, the sun is high 

overhead, and PV p ~ b t i ~ ~ ~  exceeds the customer’s instantaneous use. The 

onsite solar saves the house’s entire load, and excess PV generation 

onto the grid, Nnning the customer’s meter backwmds. As a matter of 

physicsg this power will serve neighboring loads with 100% renewable energy, 

di 

powier plant .sad delivix to that local area over its transmission and distribution 

power t-hat the utility would otherwise generate at a more distant 
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(,‘T&D”) system. This state is the only one in which the customer’s 

generation touches the grid. 

In the net metering state, “the meter runs backwards” based on the amount of kWh 

exported, compensating the customer for supplying this excess electricity through a bankable 

kWh bill credit at the retail rate schedule at which the customer pays for energy. Net metering 

only compensates the customer for power exports. Generation from customer-sited DG that is 

consumed onsite, i. e., electricity generated in the Energy Efficiency State (the green area in 

Figure l), is not compensated through net metering. In that case, the customer simply uses the 

DG system to reduce load, and the operation of the onsite DG system appears as a load reduction 

similar to that from the installation of an energy efficiency measure, such as a more efficient 

washing machine or air conditioner. 

Thus, an analysis of the costs and benefits of net metering only addresses the Power 

Export State, the light blue area in Figure 1. On the other hand, an analysis of the costs and 

benefits of customer-sited DG addresses the sum of the Power Export State and the Energy 

Eficiency State, that is, the sum of the light blue and green areas in Figure 1. It is important to 

recognize this difference when the Commission evaluates either the net metering policy or 

customer-sited DG resources. 

Because net metering only addresses the compensation that the customer-generator 

receives for exports, any analysis of the costs and benefits of net metering should solely focus on 

those exports. The quantity and timing of net-metered exports from a solar DG unit depends on 

the hourly profiles of the customer’s usage, the hourly profiles of the PV production, the relative 

size of the customer’s load, and the relative size of the customer’s DG system. Accordingly, a 

comprehensive and definitive analysis of the costs and benefits of net metering will require the 

modeling of exports with assigned costs and benefits on an hourly basis.’’ 

l9 See “Evaluating the Benefits and Costs of Net Energy Metering in California,” January 2013, Crossborder 
Energy. See httr,://votesolar.org/wr,-content/u~loads/20 1 3/07/Crossborder-Enerrr~-~A-Net-Meterinrr-Cost-Benefit- 
Jan-20 13-final.pdf; Net Energy Metering Cost Effectiveness Evaluation, E3 Consulting, March 2010. Available at 
htto:Nwww.cr,uc.ca.~ov/NR/rdonlvres/OF42385A-FDBE-4B76-9AB3-E6AD522DB862/0/nem combined.r,df. 
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B. Perspectives Used to Measure the Costs and Benefits of DG Resources 

Should Be Comprehensive. 

Anoth c important takeaway from review of the studies enumerated above is that th 

studies evaluate the costs and benefits of DG resources under a variety of perspectives: 

best 

(a) Society; 

(b) Customer-generators who participate in net metering; 

(c) Customers of a utility who do not participate in net metering; and 

(d) Each utility that offers net metering. 

The perspectives enumerated are those that are typically examined in the cost-effectiveness tests 

used in Arizona and many other states to evaluate other types of demand-side programs, 

including demand response and energy efficiency.20 In the lexicon of such widely used cost- 

effectiveness tests, these perspectives comport with the following: 

(a) Societal Cost Test2' 

(b) Participant Cost Test 

(c) Ratepayer Impact Measure Test, and 

See California Standard Practice Manual: Economic Analysis of Demand-Side Programs and Projects, 20 

October 200 1. Available at h~r,:/lwww.ener~y.ca.~ov/greenbuildin~documents/bac~~round/O7- 
J CPUC STANDARD PRACTICE MANUAL.PDF. 

California Public Utilities Commission, Overview ofsocietal Cost Test Proposal, June 6,20 13. Available at 
httD://~~~.~~~~.ca.aovlNWrdonlvres/B534A7BE-EF8D-43 83-9FFC- 
42D69F1396EF/O/Enera~DivisionSCTPro~osalJune20 13 DRAFT.pdf. 

The Societal Test is the Total Resource Cost Test including various externalities. Energy Division, 21 
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The Regulator’s Guidebook provides fkther discussio 

we will not repeat that discussion here.22 

(d) A Program Administrator Cost Test. 

on the differences between these tests so 

C. A Long-Term Perspective is Critical to Accurately Assessing the Costs and 

Benefits of DG Resources Especially When Considering Deferred T&D 

costs. 

When assessing the benefits and costs of DG resources, it is important to use a time 

frame that corresponds to the useful life of DG resources, which are typically 20 to 30 years. A 

long-term analysis is necessary in order to treat DG resources equally with other utility 

resources, both demand- and supply-side. When a utility assesses the merits of adding a new 

power plant, or a new energy efficiency program, the company will look at the costs to build and 

operate the plant or the program over their useful lives, compared to the costs avoided by not 

pursuing other resource options. Thus, a key factor is that the analysis of DG or net metering in 

Arizona must cover the full 20- to 30-year life of typical DG resources. 

DG resources can reduce peak demands on the utility grid, and thus allow the utility to 

avoid or defer long-term investments in transmission and distribution (“T&D’) infrastructure. 

However, utilities often do not assess the impacts of demand-side resources with 20 to 30-year 

useful lives on their long-term need for T&D infrastructure capacity. For example, although 

integrated resource plans for generation typically look ahead for 15 to 30 years, utility 

transmission and distribution plans often have a much shorter time horizon of 3 to 5 years. 

Accordingly, it is often useful to use calculations of long-term marginal T&D costs to determine 

the T&D capacity costs that can be avoided if DG resources reduce peak utility loads. 

D. Clearly Defining the Benefits and Costs of DG Resources From the Onset will 

Increase Transparency and Clarity of Any Subsequent Analysis. 

TASC applauds the Commission for recognizing that the identification of costs and 

benefits is an important aspect of understanding the value DG provides in a transparent fashion. 

Regulator’s Guidebook at pg. 14. 22 
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The Director’s Letter lists a number of costs and benefits that are employed in the body of 

studies above. It is vital that the benefits and costs used in any analysis are clearly defined, and 

the best methodologies for determining the value of each cost-benefit element are identified. 

As a starting point for discussion these issues, TASC attaches to these comments a list of 

relevant DG costs and benefits. TASC’s lists takes the components listed in the Director’s Letter 

and groups them into costs and benefits based on how most studies treat each individual 

Eomponent (TASC’s list gives grid support and ancillary services its own category since these 

DG attributes can either be a cost or a benefit). In addition, the attached list provides a 

defmition for each element and indicates the best process or methodology to assign a monetary 

value to each stated cost or benefit. 

In addition, TASC adds two components to the list. While the Commission’s list of costs 

and benefits is exhaustive, TASC believes a rigorous analysis of the costs or benefits of DG 

should also include: 

0 Bill Credits or Energy Payments: These are the main cost of any DG or net metering 

program and include the bill credits, payments or monetary value of kWh credits at the 

retail rate the utility provides to solar customers as compensation for energy exported to 

the grid. 

Visibility Benefits: These benefits include increased recreation value and economic 

activity associated with improved visibility due to emissions reductions from power 

generation. This impact has long been quantified in traditional environmental impact 

analyses. 

0 

23 

It is important to note that the costs and benefits that are included in an analysis will depend on 

which perspective - societal, participating ratepayer, non-participating ratepayer or utility - is 

being considered. There are also benefits of DG that will be hard to quantify - for example, 

civic engagement / conservation awareness / consumer interest. Some states (Colorado, for 

example) include such societal benefits through a defined adder (for example, 10% in Colorado) 

to the benefits of demand-side programs in order to capture such difficult-to-quantify benefits. 

See, e.g., “The Benefits and Costs of the Clean Air Act from 1990 to 2020”, Office of Air and Radiation, 23 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, p. 18 (March 201 1). 

11 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Finally, TASC believes the following costs and benefits listed in the Director’s Letter are 

either irrelevant to the Commission’s investigation or too difficult to measure to be of value to 

the Commission’s purposes: 

Energy Subsidies (incentives, rebates, tax credits, etc.): Ratepayer-funded incentives are 

no longer available in Arizona Public Service territory and therefore do not need to be 

included. 

Ratepayer Cross-Subsidization: Cross-subsidies are an important, potential result from a 

cost-benefit analysis conducted from the perspective of either a participating ratepayer or 

a non-participating ratepayer. That is, if customer-generators provide a net benefit to 

non-participating ratepayers, a cross-subsidy may exist if customer-generators are not 

compensated for providing that benefit. Conversely, if net metering or DG place a net 

burden on non-participating ratepayers, adjustments to rate design may be appropriate to 

restore the correct balance. However, this is a result and not an input or consideration in 

conducting a study. Thus, the issue should not be included as a component of a cost- 

benefit analysis. 

BEST PRACTICES REQUIRE INDEPENDENCE, TRANSPARENCY AND 

STAKEHOLDER INPUT. 

If the ACC decides to pursue its own study, TASC believes a rigorous examination of 

zosts and benefits of DG requires an unbiased analysis conducted either by the Commission’s 

staff or an outside consultant with the following qualifications: 

[I. 

Prior experience in conducting cost-benefit evaluations of demand-side programs, 

preferably prior experience conducting net metering/DG cost-benefit or benefit-alone 

studies; 

A deep knowledge of the technological, operational and policy elements of customer- 

sited generation; and 

A significant track record of consulting for state regulatory commissions on complex 

public policy issues. 
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The most crucial qualification for a consultant is independence. The Commission should 

ensure that any third party Consultant it chooses has no on-going or planned projects, or other 

business relationship, with any jurisdictional utilities, or those utilities’ affiliates, subsidiaries or 

parent companies. It should be recognized that customer self-generation can result in a long- 

tern reduction in utility sales and long-term changes in the role and scope of the utility as a 

business, which can bias utility views against a full recognition of DG benefits. At the 

Commission’s November 14,201 3 open meeting on net metering, Commissioner Bob Burns 

observed that “cost shift” concerns with net metering have implications that extend beyond 

participating and non-participating customers, to the utility business model itself. 24 TASC 

agrees, and for this reason submits that independence will be the key qualification for the entity 

selected to perform this study. 

Finally, the Commission should maximize transparency and stakeholder participation. 

The Commission should allow for comment and workshops on the study’s scope, inputs, 

assumptions, and methodology. Moreover, the study’s authors should submit a draft of the 

completed analysis for full stakeholder review before it is submitted to the Commission. Such 

procedural safeguards will ensure that any cost-benefit study will uphold the Commission’s 

tradition of transparency and broad stakeholder input. 

III. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS 

Tom Beach from Crossborder Energy and Jason Keyes with the Interstate Renewable 

Energy Council have extensive experience in developing DG cost-benefit studies in Arizona and 

a number of other states. TASC recommends they be included in the ACC’s workshops on these 

issues. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

TASC looks forward to discussing these issues with the Commission and stakeholders at 

workshops and through comments in this proceeding. 

24 

4:32:57 to 4:33:54 of the video of this meeting, which can be found at 
hm://www.azcc. govidivisions/it/streamindevents.asr> . 

Statement of ACC commissioner Bob Bums, at the ACC open meeting on November 14,20 13. This quote is at 
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